Live music has been subject to particular economic and regulatory threats in recent decades.
Live music may be defined as 'music performed in public by at least one person in real time, that is, not pre-recorded' (Hanson, Hayward and Phelps 2007:12) . Though there are many genres, it is the popular music forms played in pubs, clubs and hotels that are a focus in this paper, as they are the focus of most regulatory debates. It is difficult to disentangle this live music, per se, from the broader realm of the night-time economy. As Hadfield et al. (2009:465-467) notes, attempts to organise and control the night-time economy are 'riddled with tensions and ambiguities that reflect the ad hoc nature and rapid escalation of the regulatory architecture' (p465) including the rise of local partnerships that include public and private security and governance. Planning is implicated, given its role in development approval and regulation of land use, and live music performance is considered within policy, though often in contradictory ways.
In theory, planners may want to plan for live music. Live music is often regarded as an important element of contemporary urban culture, helping shape the way people experience and remember each city (Cohen 2007:37) . Live music venues may attract people to a city or into the city centre; they may support cultural expression and cross-cultural interaction; they help create a sense of place; and, they provide a key social and recreational outlet for urban populations (Flew 2008; Gibson and Connell 2005; Turner 1999 ). Live music also generates significant economic value for cities. A recent report by Deloitte Access Economics (2011) suggests this sector made a direct contribution (without multiplier effects) of $301 million to the state of Victoria's gross state product in 2009/10, directly creating approximately 14,900 full-time equivalent jobs. Live music sits neatly within the 'creative class' hypothesis and the number of working musicians and composers in a city is a key variable in Richard Florida's 'Bohemian Index', which he argues helps explain the attraction of talented and high human capital individuals to cities (Florida 2002) . Reactions to the loss of live music venues in Australian cities, such as The Press Club in Brisbane, the Hopetoun Hotel in Sydney, and the Tote Hotel in Melbourne, have received much popular attention and critical self-reflection from music consumers and the commentariat (Adams 2010; Thomas 2000; Tovey 2009 ).
Of course, planners may also plan and regulate to control live music to contain its deleterious impacts. The key problems are primarily the noise and vibration of amplified music, and the noise and unsociable behaviour of patrons, which lead to conflict with noise sensitive land uses, such as residential dwellings, community facilities and public spaces. Residents in particular have a reasonable expectation of not suffering noise of excessive volume inside their dwelling. And there are very clear relationships between noise levels, sleep disturbance and human health (Muzet 2007) . Planning to resolve the conflict that ensues is reflective of the long history of urban planning as a public health intervention. But that conflict may be exacerbated by urban gentrification, with residential development encroaching ever closer to existing venues in the inner city in recent decades (Radbone 2002:13) . All of Australia's major cities have metropolitan plans supporting urban consolidation, suggesting this trend will continue (Thompson 2007:152) . How planners should meet both the objectives of encouraging live music, and controlling its excesses, is not clear, with little published on the problem from a planning perspective. Nor has it been clarified what planning approaches or planning styles should be used in seeking to attain improved outcomes. Beer (2011:146) suggests that success in delivering on the liveability goals of contemporary metropolitan planning 'almost certainly require(s) the conscious addressing of amenity tensions such as those found between the hospitality and entertainment sectors of the (night-time economy) and residential land uses...'. This paper explores the approaches being taken to preserve and manage live music and its negative aspects in Australian cities, in the face of the many challenges affecting the sector.
Though the approach and methods are comparative, with research undertaken on the planning and regulatory regimes existing in Brisbane, Sydney and Melbourne over the period [2008] [2009] [2010] , the focus in this paper is on the Brisbane case, which has marked differences in approach and outcomes. The research methods included a review of archival material, key literature, legislation and policy; field visits; and, interviews with key authorities, venue operators, live music campaigners and other key actors in the three cities. The paper is organised in four parts: a broader introduction to the problem of planning and regulating live music in cities, an explanation of the aims and research methods, key results for Brisbane, and a discussion attempting to provide ways forward for improved policy. The essential thesis of the paper is that live music venues are facing many threats, of which outdated planning controls are but one, and that improved planning concepts and methods are available. In particular, responsibility needs to be placed on the change-agent in new developments (whether this be a music venue or a residential complex) and venues provided with clear rules as to the maximum noise levels they can emit at their premises, at what times, to allow in-fill development yet maintain residential amenity. The Brisbane experiment shows ways forward, but raises further questions for resolution.
Background
The music industry is influenced by a 'complex set of interconnected cultural and economic factors (Hayward 1992:4) , including the nature and scale of government support, intervention, regulation and provision of infrastructure (Turner 1999:145) . This in turn influences the music 'scene' in a city. Economic factors include land rents, which have increased markedly in former industrial inner-city neighbourhoods, the costs of maintaining venues and keeping them compliant with regulation (fire safety, noise, etc.), costs associated with development approvals, licensing fees and the lower economic returns that live music performance provides as opposed to other forms of entertainment, most notably high-revenue poker machines. Land rents are particularly problematic, as previous venues are lost to 'higher and better' uses. Urban renewal is not often kind to existing live music venues (Cohen 2007:205-206) .
Cultural policies are employed in Australian cities but they have primarily been used to support opera, orchestras, dance, theatre and the visual arts. Such selective support is on the basis that these cultural forms have intrinsic worth to the community and would not be commercially viable without government support (Flew 2008) . Only recently has support been slowly given to popular music forms, but often as part of broader arts grants and investments. The provision of venues is one area where the state is perhaps playing a larger role. Two of the better performance venues in Brisbane today are the Judith Wright Centre, almost opposite The Press Club, and the Powerhouse complex in New Farm, Brisbane, one suburb away, both of which received government funding for construction and ongoing support, but which service a much broader array of the arts and for which live music is not always a priority. Governments may also support music industry representation, such as the funding provided to the peak industry body Q-music in Queensland (Flew 2008) assist industry development through summits and workshops such as Queensland's BIGSOUND™, or provide grants to emerging artists. However, if cultural policy is not supported by complimentary regulatory frameworks that, at the very least, reduce the threats posed by encroaching residential development, much of this may be in vain.
Live music venues do present problems. Deleterious impacts include noise emissions, unsociable behaviours of patrons, abuse of harder drugs and violence and destructive behaviour (Sellars 1998:611-612; Xie, Osumare and Ibrahim 2007:452) . To manage these problems, Australian state and local government authorities employ legislative and regulatory controls and other policy, including specific local planning and liquor licensing regulation.
These controls can work against long-running venues, if poorly designed. Homan (2008) has provided the most lucid account of the impacts of poor regulation on Australian live music, noting how the Sydney popular music scene, focused on clubs and hotels, has shifted strongly to poker machine entertainment. He provided examples of venues shut due to a single noise complaint. Key characteristics of poor regulation and policy cited include inappropriate crowd control/security regulation (as notably applied in Melbourne), a general paucity of coherent music policy at state government levels and the way in which noise emissions are managed (Homan 2008; Homan 2010:108,114) .
A key problem for venues is that the change-agent, such as a new residential development, may not have to mitigate against noise emissions, with the onus falling instead on a longstanding operator who has for a long-time played by the rules. As such, venues may be forced to cease live music performance at the very time that state or local governments are promoting their live music cultures to locals and tourists (Flew 2008; Stevenson 2004:12) .
Venues may be promoted to international audiences, yet local real estate agents may fail to highlight their proximity to prospective purchasers of nearby properties. There are usually no measures employed, such as additions to property titles, warning of pre-existing music venues and possible noise impacts.
The nuisances of live music are controlled via parameters such as those set out in zoning ordinances, building standards for noise attenuation, and in liquor licensing conditions on venue operating hours and noise limits. But not always has this set of controls worked to support the provision of live music entertainment, whilst at the same time mitigating its impacts, particularly in respect to noise control. The 'traditional' polluter-pays approach has generally been applied, in blanket fashion across cities. That is, the noise polluter is responsible for managing noise and limiting the impacts on sensitive receiving environments, such as residential buildings, schools and hospitals, in all circumstances (Berglund, Lindvall and Schwela 1999b:66; Hayne, Mee and Ruble 2005:1) . Licensing controls for venues are used to limit noise levels, the type of sound systems and hours of operation, often spelled out in terms of noise levels at the nearest sensitive land use (the receiver). However, this regime means that the costs of implementing noise mitigation for long-existing music venues in previously industrial inner-city environs falls not on incoming residential developers, but on venue operators, and the cost of doing so is often expensive and non-viable (Radbone 2002:14) . It was such a problem that forced the cessation of live music at The Press Club.
That said, no two states use the same set of policies and local governments also often apply different rules.
Most of these policy frameworks have been developed incrementally by bureaucrats for, and not with, the affected stakeholders, under what might be termed a rational/technical approach to planning (Innes and Gruber 2005) . More recently, new approaches have emerged in response to cries of unfairness by the music industry. Beer (2011:143) notes these often commence with an with an inquiry or taskforce that then recommends changes to governance arrangements, including planning regimes. Though there has been research into the challenges facing live music venues in specific cities (i.e. Homan 2008) there has been little holistic, comparative review of the effects of these regimes, or case studies on the efficacy of the more recent approaches, which this paper, in part, seeks to provide.
Aims
A comparative review on policy for live music venues across Brisbane, Sydney and Melbourne was undertaken from 2008-10. Live music venues were the focus of this research as they are very much the pre-conditions for the production and consumption of music and are most influenced by policy (Homan 2008:viii) . The research questions included: What is the legislation that regulates or influences the operation/management of live music venues within Australian cities? Is this legislation perceived as successful in preserving music venues? Are different approaches leading to divergent outcomes? And is there room for improvement with respect to the provision, management and/or operation of live music venues?
Methods
The research involved a policy review for each jurisdiction, a series of site visits to venues within the cities, and a set of key actor interviews. The policy review involved a comprehensive analysis of current planning in each of the cities, including: relevant planning legislation and liquor acts, management plans, planning reviews and initiatives, media releases and newspaper articles. This analysis has required constant updating due to the fluid nature of the policies, regulations and responsible authorities across the three jurisdictions.
Site visits included day and night-time excursions to venues across key live music precincts in each city (i.e. Fortitude Valley and Caxton Street, Brisbane; Oxford Street and Newtown, Sydney; Brunswick Street, Chapel Street and the Melbourne CBD) in order to experience each city's music cultures 'on the ground'. These were complimented by at least four formal interviews conducted in each city across local and state government representatives (within planning or liquor licensing departments), not-for-profit music industry representatives, members of lobbying groups, venue owners and operators, and academics within the field, in 2008 (see Table 1 ). A series of informal discussions were held with other actors in each city, feedback was received from presentations of earlier work to national urban studies and music conferences (Burke and Schmidt 2009; and the review has continued to the time of writing. 
Policy settings
It is necessary to first set out the essential policy settings influencing the management of live music venues. The overall impact of these changes for live music production and consumption are mixed.
Brisbane has seen an emptying out of some CBD venues to continued concentration in 
Discussion
The planning approach employed by the Queensland Government and the Brisbane City
Council provided the basis for a unique, place-based planning 'solution' for live music in Brisbane. Another collaborative planning success story, the VMHP is but one more example of how better planning approaches and a commitment to meaningfully participate and compromise by affected communities can lead to improved planning outcomes. The scheme is not without its limitations, and there remain concerns arising from the Brisbane experience, but it demonstrates the value of investment in and resourcing of 'good' planning practice.
The Entertainment Precincts today provide certainty and greater fairness to existing venue operators, overturning the traditional polluter-pays regime that clearly does not act fairly for those who experience encroachment by sensitive land uses. The retention of key live music venues and a strong music culture in the Valley demonstrate that more nuanced policy regimes which assume the 'change-agent pays' in mitigating against noise emissions, or set out strong rules for both venue operators and for residential unit developers, can work.
Despite its obvious successes, we remain somewhat sceptical of the value of an approach that 
